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February 26, 1967 

.Dear Mr, Weisbergj • • , 

Heard you on McKinney’s show last night# Got you quite by 
accident, as a matter of fact, since I had no idpa you’d be on. You > 

opened the show on the phone, and I closed it, . . ci.-.;./ 

Had to wait just short of two hours from the time I got my 
connection until I actually got on the air. It doesn’t pay for a 
Philadelphian to call , Any long distance calls are put through immediately, 
regardless of how long the Philadelphia callers have been nanging on the line, 

I had a good twenty minutes worth of things I wanted to*, talk about, 
but I didn’t get on until the show was about to go off the air, so I had to 
rush thhough, got in as much as possible, and I suppose I sounded a little 
excited. But, by that time, I’m sure you had long been to bed anyways 

' * 

. I used my time to impress on whatever few listeners mignt. stilll 

be tuned in at such an hour the falsity of the charge that all anti-Roport 
• writers are ’•scavengers**, etc, I plugged your complete honesty, and I think 
I did a good selling job on both. WHITEWASH and WHITEWASH II - if anyone v;as 
> listening. Really wish I had had 'the opportunity to get on earlier, because 
what I INTENDED TO TALK ABOUT was, I think, interesting. What I actually 
HAD TIME TO TALK ABOUT was you, your books, the dirty deal that was given by 
the press to you';, to Oswald, , and the ' emphatic support they gave to the Warren 
Report, despite their apparent ignorant bliss when it comes to knowledge of 
that Report, I blasted the Nizer preface to one of the editions of the Report, 
the one-sided and unfair condensation called THE WITNESSES put out by the 
New York Times, Bob Considine, and the Philadelphia INC^JIRER, although I did 
not mention the INQUIRER, by name, only as the paper which prints Considine’s 
column in Phila, McKinney said ’•What can you expect from the Hearst press?**. 

But, McKinney took up for the NEW YORK TIMES, which I blasted because 
of ./PEE WITNESSES, McKinney said I was unfair, because despite any prejudice 
the TIMES might have shown in the beginning, that it has now come around to 
honesty, McKinney said (in answer to my blast at Gonsidine) that Considine had 
never read, the 26 Volumes, I said, **Bxactly, so why should he write so 
dogmatically about what he knows hotning about?**. What I attempted to do, in those 
few AKKimULd minutes I was allotted because of lack of time, was to point out 
to anyone who might still be tuned in at such an hour that the press coverage 
from beginning to end has been one-sided, unfair, and a complete disservice to 
the public - and to interest them in buying your books, where they can get 
the information they are entitled to. As I say, I was racing against time, and 
the effect was probably ruined by my excitedness in trying to say as much as possible 
in so little time, •• ) . . . ■ » . 

I explained that after Considine’s attack on you, which was wholly 
unjustified, that I had challenged both him and the Phila, paper which ran his 
column, and never even received a reply from either, I emphasized that I knew 
you - and so does McKinney (much better than. I do) - and that *both of us know 
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your honesty and the value of your information, etc# So, I did the best I could 
in the fev/ minutes I had, to vindicate you and to interest the three or four people 
who might still be tuned, in at Z o’clock in the morning, to read your books# I 
don't know how impressive I was, but I did try, and I thought I*d tell you about it# 

McKinney disagreed with me about assuming Oswald’s innocyence until he is 
proven guilty# McKinney says that it is unreasonable to form any. judgement either 
way, and that he is not talking about legal proof, but the facts which are not all 

in yet# I see his point, but I pointed out -chat since there appears to be no real 

evidence against the man, I still thought he should bo presumed innocent at present# 
McKinney does not go along with this, but he. is entitled to his opinion# He is 
probably right, after all# I think I made one mistake on this line# I told him 
that you had pointed out that not even possession of a rifle was proven, against 
Oswald while he lived in Dallas after his return from New Orleans. I am not sure 
. about this, but after I had gone to bed, it oocured.to me that Mrs# DeMohnenshilt 
, had seen the rifle in Oswald’s apartment# I haven’t checked, but I do think this 
was at Easter time, so in that case, what I said would be correct# I hope I v/as 
^ correct, anyv/ay, because I’d hate to make a mistake and have it reflect on *WHITEWASH# 

i must say this for McKinney - he let my call run one minute into news 

timp# He seems to be a real nice guy# I got, the impressiop he was irked bymy call, 
but I’m probably wrong# He was probably just ocncerned about the time, the same as 
I was, and probably that’s why he sounded to me like he was annoyed# I don’t think 
he would be irked because I told him I wanted to take exception to his remark about 
presuming. Oswald’s guilt or innocence, as outlined above - iidiich I did do# I don’t 
think he would resent this, and as I say, it is probably just my imagination, or elee 
the press of time, that gave me the distinct impression that he. was irked# I really 
like McKinney# H}.s knowledge pf so many subjects never ceases to amaze me# He 
can go on and. on about anything from boxing to opera, and do it intelligently # I 
would not like to feel I had antagonized him,^for I didn’t mean to# 



Have just finished reading a book vintage 1950 entitled- ’Murder Inc#”’ by 
the prosecuting attorney in O’Dwyers’ office. Burton Turkus# He convicted Lepke and 
sent 6 others to the chair# Shortly before that, I read **The Big Bankroll** about the 
and times of Arnold Hothstein# Both of these books show the powerful political 
tie-in to the Crime Syndicate# Both of these, in particular, the book by Turkus, 
imply that the Sydnicate could not exist without the backing and protection of 
corrupt politicians, even in the highest places in government. Turkus, in fact, went 
so far as to imply that had Dewey chosen to reveal all the information he kad in these 
, matters during the 1944 Presidential Campaign, Roosevelt could not have won# The 
implication is that organize<J crime had ties with Tammany, etc#, which reached right 
^to the White House# The book is replete with accounts of how potential witnesses are 
silenced by death before they get the chance to testify# Turkus says that the 
Crime-Politics Sydnicate is still in operation and in fact, even stronger than ever 
before# He wrote this in 1960 of course, but I am not able to see that what he said 
then is outdated now# I wonder whether the deaths of Ferrie and the 16 others may 
^ be ascribed to the very s^e situation# If so, no one is safe, for the Government, 
itself, then, in the form of some of it’s top officials, decided who is to live to 
testify and who is to die to be silenced forever# Do you subscribe at all to such 
a theory? 

Is the third WHITEWASH . out as yet?- . Will tne 2nd caae out in paper? That 
is— Dell? I understar^d the current Dell edition is no. 6 on the paper-back best 
seller list# I congratulate you, and hope you are now out of the red on your efforts# 



P#S# Don’t recall if Ferrie is in WHITEWASH II. 
Do you have an index yet? I’d like 
a photostat if you do# 



Yours. (.2)ukJL^ 



